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®ORE than twenty-five years have elapsed since Pere
Maurice de la Taille publicly proposed his fascinating
theory on “ Created Actuation by Uncreated Act.”
That teaching met a mixed reaction, but de la Taille’s restate-
ment and published defense of it lent it great vigor. The
intervening years have seen the influence of this very attractive
doctrine increase rather steadily; others having accepted his
teaching, applied it in yet further fields, and have judged it
most fruitful.

One cannot read de la Taille’s own exposition of his position
without acquiring the conviction that the teacher himself lends
acceptability to the teaching. Three qualities mark his work:
true profundity, flavored with originality; wide theological
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2 THOMAS U. MULLANEY

learning; and ease of presentation. These, the qualities of a
great teacher, one reverences in de la Taille.

Yet a new evaluation of his contribution to theology on this
point would seem opportune now. On the one hand, that
contribution is well understood, its meaning is clear; on the
other hand, all danger of seeming to discuss a man is over.
Today, some ten years after his death, it is possible calmly
to evaluate the doctrine with no implication of judging its
author. We propose such a reappraisement in these pages. We
shall attempt three things: 1) a very brief resumé of the teach-
ing on created actuation by Uncreated Act with its application
to the light of glory, sanctifying grace and the Hypostatic
Union; 2) an appraisal of that doctrine; 8) an indication of its
general relevance to Thomistic tradition. This last step is
rather necessitated by de la Taille’s assurance—even insistence
—that his teaching is traditional Thomism.

In brief we hope to establish from this short study that 1)
this doctrine of de la Taille denies by implication the distine-
tion between the supernatural and the natural orders; 2) it
rests upon a confusion between being and becoming, between
formal and efficient causality; and 3) it is therefore inherently
unacceptable, and certainly un-Thomistic.

We proceed at once, then, to the short resumé of de la
Taille’s teaching, preserving so far as is reasonably possible his
own words.*

* De la Taille’s presentation and defense of this theory on created actuation by
Uncreated Act is contained in three articles. The first entitled “ The Schoolmen,”
given in English as a paper at the 1925 Summer School of Catholic Studies, the
University of Cambridge, was published as part of the book, The Incarnation,
edited by Rev. C. Lattey, S.J. (Cambridge: W. Heffer & Sons, 1926). The second
article entitled “ Actuation créé par Acte incréé,” etc. appeared in Recherches de
Science Religieuse, XVIII (1928), 253-268. The third entitled “ Entretien amical
d’Eudoxe et de Palaméde sur la grice d’union,” was published in Revue Apologéti-
que, XLV, IIT (1929), 5-26, 129-145. All three papers, the latter two translated
into English by Rev. Cyril Vollert, S.J., are now available in a single brochure,
The Hypostatic Union and Created Actuation by Uncreated Act, published at West
Baden College, West Baden Springs, Indiana. A most sympathetic discussion of
de la Taille’s theory is the article by Rev. Malachi J. Donnelly, S.J., “ The Theory
of R. P. Maurice de la Taille, S.J. on the Hypostatic Union,” in Theological Studies,
II (1941), 510-526.
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I. Createp ActuaTioNn BY UNCREATED AcT: AN EXPOSITION
OF DE LA TaiLle’s TEACHING.?

1. In General?®

Actuation does not necessarily imply information. Act is the
factor in a being which makes it a being of such or such
perfection; actuation is the communication of the act to the
potency, or correlatively, a reception of that act in the
potency. It is a self-donation, a union. Actuation is called
information if the act is dependent on the potency; if between
act and potency there is mutual causality, mutual dependence.

Actuation which is not information is conceivable. If Infinite
Act—God—ever unites Itself to a created potency there cannot
be information involved, for no creature can cause the Uncaused
God. There will be actuation of the created potency, but no
information, no formal-material causality properly so called.
There will be a perfecting of the potency by Pure Act: a change
which is real, but which is neither the changeless Pure Act
nor the potency changed by the new reality, but a created
adaptation of the potency to Pure Act, an actuation of the
potency by Pure Act.

In three cases created actuation by Uncreated Act is realized:
for in three instances Pure Act does unite itself to created
potencies, namely, to the created intellect in the Beatific Vision;
to the essence of the soul in justification; to the humanity of
Christ in the Incarnation. Consequently three created actu-
ations by Uncreated Act are discernible: the lumen gloriae;
habitual grace; Christ’s grace of union.

2 This exposition is taken chiefly from the second article by de la Taille mentioned
above. The third article, largely concerned with Thomistic tradition on the point
under discussion, we shall use more extensively when we come to that point. The
first article is considered in a separate, brief Epilogue. For purposes of convenience
the references to de la Taille which we shall give will be to the brochure mentioned
above. Two reasons suggest this: first, the brochure offers a uniform and most
welcome translalion; secondly, it is more readily available to American readers.
Hereafter we shall refer to it simply as The Hypostatic Union.

 De la Taille, The Hypostatic Union, pp. 29-30.
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2. In Particular?

A) The Lumen Gloriae

Between God and the intelligence there will be a union
which is that of act with potency; for the intelligible is the
act of the one understanding. In order that the created mind
be united with God there must be a created adaptation of that
intelligence to Uncreated Act; an immediate disposition for it,
introduced by the Act. This adaptation will be the reception
of the Act in the potency, an association of the potency with
the Act. It is consequent to the Act, but antecedent to the
vital action which constitutes the vision. This is an actuation
which is not information by Pure Act; but it is a created actu-
ation which informs its subject (the created intellect) and
which is dependent on that subject as on its material cause.
Clearly it is in the order of accident, not of substance; and
clearly it is supernatural. It s the union of the created mind
with God as He is in Himself.

B) Habitual Grace.”

The human soul, even in this life, is in potency to an accession
of divine life through an uncreated vital principle. This prin-
ciple—God—cannot possibly inform souls; but communicating
Himself to them He equips them for the new life.

This new life consists properly in charity; but charity, as
friendship, supposes a certain community of life. Hence the
need for a oneness of life underlying even charity, a oneness
whereby the very essence of the soul will'be united to the divine
essence, associated with divine life, recipient of the divine
nature. This union ¢s habitual, or sanctifying grace. The Act
which is divine life—God—comes “to actuate the receptive
capacity of the soul in order that the corresponding actuation
may arise in the soul.”

Thus this actuation, or grace, is a created communication of
the Spirit of life. It is a quality which informs its subject; it
is a change in that subject, the potency’s possession of the

¢ Ibid., pp. 30-32. 5 Ibid., pp. 32-34.
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Act, which entails the indwelling of God within us. It is a true
habit, a permanent accident; it, again, is obviously super-
natural.

C) Christ’s Grace of Union.®

In Christ alone is realized substantial created actuation by
Uncreated Act. For Christ is one, not in nature, but in the
community of substantial existence among the composing
factors in Him. The humanity receives “ a communication of
the act of divine existence as this Act is personal to the Word.”
Again this is created actuation by Uncreated Act, this time of
the substantial order.

This substantial actuation is precisely Christ’s grace of
union; a created grace, a substantial conformation of Christ’s
humanity to the Word, yet not a substance, nor part thereof,
even as the substantial existence of creatures is not part of
their substance though it actuates that substance, substantially.,

The human nature could not be the material cause of the
Word, but it 7s the material cause of the grace of union. The
Word is as perfective (but not as informing) act because He
alone is the term of the union. Since the created potency can
be only obediential with respect to this Act,—the Word—a
proportion between the potency and the act must be estab-
lished; a substantial adaption which 1s, of course, the created
actuation.

The created actuation in question does not merge with
Christ’s humanity: were the latter outside the theandric com-
posite it would exist without such actuation. This actuation
is not merely supernatural as are the lumen gloriae and habitual
grace; the actuation proper to Christ is at the very summit of
the supernatural.

Here Péere de la Taille pauses to illustrate. He notes that
whenever an act of created existence is the actuation of its
substance no room is left for distinction between existence by
way of act, and existence by way of actuation. But—and this,
he adds, helps to illustrate created actuation in the Incarnation

¢ Ibid., pp. 34-41.
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—whenever the act of existence is independent, as regards its
duration, of the subject to which it is compared, then act and
actuation are distinct. Thus the act of existence proper to the
soul is the (existential) actuation of the soul, but it is not the
actuation of the body united to the soul. The act of existence
in man is one; yet it is proper to the soul and not to the body,
because the soul retains it when the body does not. Thus there
is in the body united to the soul a) the specific information of
the body by the essence of the soul, and b) a communication to
the body of that existence by which the soul exists. This latter
is other than the existence communicated; for the act of
existence survives when the communication to the body ceases.
The actuation of the body is perishable, corporeal; the soul’s
existence is incorruptible and immaterial.

Similarly in Christ. The actuation of His humanity by the
Act (i.e. by the esse of the Word) occurs in time; the Act is
eternal. In Christ, then, we must say, adds de la Taille, that
there is but one existence if it is a question of the Act by which
the natures exist; but equally truly one must say that there
are in Him two existences, if it is a question of the actuations.
The actuation of the human nature is created, temporal; the
actuation of the Word—Who is the Act—is uncreated, eternal.
Community in the act of existence between the diverse natures
necessarily supposes in one of them an actuation quite different
from that which is found in the other.

II. CreaTED ACTUATION BY UNCREATED AcT: A
CRITICISM OF DE LA TAILLE’S TEACHING.

I have suggested above that two difficulties are basic to
the whole theory proposed by Pére de la Taille. T shall attempt
to establish this by examining each of the three applications of
the theory, but I shall reverse the order he followed, consider-
ing his doctrine first, on the Hypostatic Union; secondly, on
habitual grace; thirdly, on the lumen gloriae. There are two
reasons for this. The first is that de la Taille himself considered
as principal his teaching on the grace of union; it would seem
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to have been largely for the sake of illustrating this that he
applied the teaching of created actuation by Uncreated Act to
the lumen gloriae and to habitual grace. Critical attention,
therefore, properly centers on the teaching about the grace of
union. The second reason, directly related to the first, is that
the basic difficulties of the theory seem easier to analyze in its
application to the grace of union.

A. The Hypostatic Union.

The grace of union in Christ is, for de la Taille, a substantial
created actuation by Uncreated Act; the created communica-
tion to Christ’s humanity of the Uncreated Act of the Word’s
existence. This, as we saw, he illustrated by analogy with the
one act of existence in man. This act of human existence is
common to body and soul as the Word’s existence is common
to Christ’s divine and human nature; yet its actuation of the
body, since corruptible, is different from its incorruptible actu-
ation of the soul; as the Word’s actuation, in time, of Christ’s
humanity is different from Its eternal formality as Act identical
with the Divine Nature.

The reader of de la Taille is sure to find this analogy of
soul to Word rather striking, It can seem a wonderful illustra-
tion in the natural order of what de la Taille teaches about the
supernatural order. It will be profitable, therefore, to consider
briefly the implications of this comparison, bearing in mind, of
course, that it is 2 mere example, but bearing in mind, too, that
misconceptions in the example can shed light on misconceptions
in the doctrine exemplified. First we shall consider the example,
then the doctrine it illustrates, i. e. the Hypostatic Union.

The judgment that in the human composite the act of exist-
ence is not the (existential) actuation of the body; the judg-
ment that the communication from soul to body is some reality
other than the existence communicated—this is the whole point
of the example. Yet this precisely must be questioned. First,
it seems squarely opposed to Saint Thomas on whom de la
Taille claims always to base his teachings. Several times Saint
Thomas discusses this very matter of the one existence of the
spiritual soul and the material body. He writes, for example,
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In order that anything be the substantial form of matter two things
are required. One is that the form be, in a substantial way, the
principle of being to that of which it is the form; I do not mean an
efficient, but a formal principle by which something is and is
called ens. Whence follows the second requisite: namely, that form
and matter have (convene in) one existence. . . . The fact that
an intellectual substance is subsistent does not prevent its being
the formal principle of being of matter, as communicating its exist-
ence to matter. For it is not unfitting that a composite and its very
form subsist in the same existence since the composite is only
through the form. ...~

Again in the opusculum De Spiritualibus Creaturis St. Thomas
wrote: “ (The soul) receives the body to a communication of
this existence; and thus there 1s one existence of soul and body
which is the ewvistence of the man. For if the body were united
to it (the soul) according to some other existence it would
follow that the union would be accidental.” * In the same article
St. Thomas teaches that the soul can communicate its own
existence to the human body; that it draws the body to its
existence; that the soul, though incorruptible, is not in any
genus or species, is not a person or hypostasis: all this is proper
to the composite. The reason? In St. Thomas it is most evi-
dent and explicit—the soul is but a part of human nature and
“has the perfection of its nature only in union with the
body.” ¢ The existential actuation of the body is the identical
(existential) actuation of the soul: for there is, as St. Thomas
repeatedly teaches, but one human reality potential to exist-
ence, viz., the composite. It has but one actuation, viz., its
act of existence. This has always been the understanding of
the Thomists, and as a matter of fact St. Thomas would be
unintelligible if de la Taille’s account were correct; for St.
Thomas in principle answered de la Taille’s position long
before it was formoulated. He refers to the objection that ““ an
intellectual substance cannot communicate its being (exist-

TIT Cont. Gent., c. 68.
$ De Spiritualibus Creaturis, a. 2, ad 3.
®Ibid., ad 5; cf. Summa Theol., I, q. 75, a. 4; a. 2, ad 1.
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ence) to corporeal matter so that the existence of that intel-
lectual substance and of the corporeal matter be one; for
diverse genera (of things) have diverse modes of existing, and
more noble substances, more noble existence.” ** This ancient
difficulty is roughly de la Taille’s position: since the body is
corruptible its existential actuation must similarly be cor-
ruptible and temporal. But St. Thomas answered the difficulty.
This identical existential actuation is the existence “ of the
corporeal matter as of a recipient and of a subject raised to
something higher; but of the intellectual substance as of a
principle.” If de la Taille is correct, if the existential actuation
communicated to the body is like the body, corporeal, corrupti-
ble, temporal, how can the body be said to have been raised
through that communication to something higher? Rather, as
de la Taille demands, its existence would be exactly like it,
corporeal, transitory, etc.

Thus St. Thomas (and his Commentators) insist on the total
unity of the existence of a composite, expressly including the
human composite. So we read:

beyond doubt the (human) soul has in itself perfect being (exist-
ence) : nor through its conjunction to the body is there made any
other existence; that very being which is per se the soul’s is made
the existence of the composite: for the existence of a composite is
only the existence of its form. ... The composition which affects a
soul after, according to our way of understanding, its esse com-
pletum does not make another existence because without doubt
that would be accidental '

If de la Taille insists, then, on postulating an existential -com-
munication to the body which communication is distinct from
the soul communicating, let him admit its nature as accidental:
and so deny the substantiality of man as such. It is the
constant teaching of Thomism that there is a single existence,
in every sense one, of any composite including man: though
this existence is received by matter through the form: and the
form is that “ quo totum est.” **

10 J1 Cont. Gent., loc. cit. 1] Sent., d. 8, q.5,a.2 ad 2 et ad 3.
2 II Cont. Gent., c. 54; cf. John of St. Thomas, Cursus Philosophicus, 11, pp. 60,
144-146, 379, etc. (Reiser edition).
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Note how deep is the cleavage. St. Thomas teaches that the
soul communicates its own existence to the body, though that
existence is not dependent on the body; the new teaching is
that it does not for “ the communication to the body will be
something other than the existence communicated.” According
to St. Thomas the body is as it were elevated by its existence;
according to de la Taille the communication from soul to body
is no nobler than the body. For St. Thomas the suppositum is
that which properly exists; for de la Taille the act of human
existence is proper to the soul.

Perhaps there is no more profound explanation of the unity
of soul and body in one incorruptible existential actuation than
the Commentary of Ferrariensis on II Contra Gentiles, c. 68.
That commentary, a mere exposition of St. Thomas’ thought,
is in strong contradiction to the new doctrine, for it insists on
one act (or actuation) of the composite as such; and on the
incorruptibility of that single act or actuation; for any other
actuation would, necessarily, be accidental.

But not only does de la Taille in this oppose St. Thomas:
he tends, too, to a denial of that real distinction between
created essence and existence, which distinction he explicitly
affirms.

He ascribes, for example, to existence functions which are
proper to the essential order alone. So from existential act of
the soul united to body as to potency there results a new
reality, viz. the actuation of the body which by de la Taille’s
own description is identical not with the act of existence, and
not with the body but which is, nevertheless, of the substantial
order. It is a quid novum, it is a third thing somewhat as
in the essential order the union of matter and form results in
the composite which though substantial is yet identical with
neither matter nor form. Thus from de la Taille’s failure, in
his general metaphysics, to distinguish sharply between act
and potency there follows the ascribing to existence of the
proper function of essential principles, viz. to compose a
substantial composite.
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Note, incidentally, how the wedding of potency and act
involves the divorce of matter and form. For de la Taille the
substantial principles of essence do not make one essential
reality, actuated by one actuation. Potency (body) has its
existential actuation quite distinct as actuation from that of
the soul (act); the two actuations differ as the temporal from
the aeviternal, the perishable from the incorruptible, the
corporeal from the spiritual. He holds against St. Thomas not
one nature, as potency to one existential actuation; but rather
two realities having different natures and predicates with corre-
spondingly different “ actuations.” The unity of man disap-
pears, though this de la Taille would hardly admit. Such a con-
sequence 1s inevitable. When the distinction between act and
potency, between created essence and existence is obscured,
then the nature of created being escapes us in the shadows;
and with it all hope of accounting for that unity which is
really identical with that being.

From the example—the act of existence in its relation to the
soul and to the body—we pass to a consideration of the thing
exemplified, viz. the existence of the Divine Word in relation
to the two natures of Christ. For the sake of continuity we
shall begin by applying here the criticism of the example,
namely, that de la Taille tends to a confusion of essence and
existence. To this, we shall add further, only a criticism of his
concept of the distinction between the natural and the super-
natural orders.

For de la Taille, somewhat as the one act of human existence
communicates to the body an actuation different from itself,
so the Word communicates to the human nature of Christ the
created grace of union—an existential actuation, a created
reality which as informing the created nature is distinct from
that nature; and which as created is distinct from the un-
created existence. This created actuation de la Taille variously
describes as a certain amelioration of that nature: its tractio
to the substantial Word of God; a passio in the creature which
passio is the foundation of the created relation which is the
union itself. This fractio or passio Saint Thomas and theo-
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logical tradition call the assumption of the human nature.’® For
de la Taille it is a created reality distinct from the extremes
united and from the relation of union between them: it is the
union fundamentally.

At very least it can be said that this position is foreign to
Thomistic tradition. This de la Taille admits, or rather com-
plains of,"* though he does, curiously, work hard to show that
some Thomists have held a theory somewhat similar to his
own—and relies heavily for this on Billuart. Yet Thomists in
fact agree with this same Billuart who says (in a passage found
in the very place de la Taille cites, but not included in the
citation) “ evercitium terminandi (humanam naturam) non est
aliquid creatum.” *® Traditionally Thomists have spoken of an
assumption of the human nature, sometimes of a tractio of that
nature to the Word: but they have never understood it to be
a created reality other than the relation of union. Now how
can Thomists admit an assumption, or a tractio and not imply
the passio de la Taille describes as a created reality actuating
the human nature?. Here two points are to be considered:
first, that even considering the efficient causality exercised by
God in uniting Christ’s human nature to the Word any true
passio or mutatio of that human nature is impossible; and
second, that, in particular, the Verbum as terminating or
personalizing that human nature could not possibly cause in
it the passio or mutatio described by de la Taille.

As to the first point, Thomists conceive the uniting of Christ’s
humanity to the Word to be without any true passio in that
humanity. Why? Because they understand the profound truth
so simply enunciated by St. Thomas: subtracto motu ab
actione et passione, non remanet nisi relatio.® Now in the

1$St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 111, q. 8.

** Ibid., pp. 57-58.

15 Billuart, Summa Sancti Thomae, t. V, Tractus de Incarnatione, diss. IV, art. 8
(p. 418).

*® Summa Theol.,, I, q. 28, a. 8, ad 1; q. 41, a. 1, ad 2; q. 45, a. 2, ad 2; a. 8; II]
Physic., lect. 5, nn. 7-9; de Pot., q. 3, a. 3. The latter two places particularly make
evident the necessity and rich meaning of this axiom.
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uniting of Christ’s humanity to the esse of the Word any true
motion is impossible. Motion, “ the act of the being in potency
precisely inasmuch as it is in potency,” presupposes an existent
subject and names in that subject its transition to new actuality.
But Christ’s humanity did not preexist to its union with the
Verbum—to this we must all agree. Consequently there can
be no motion presupposed to that union; and where there is
no motion there can only be, again in St. Thomas’ words,
“ relatio.quaedam cum novitate essendi.” ** Hence in the Incar-
nation we must admit the extremes joined and in addition the
created relation of union inhering in the created human nature
of Christ—Dbut no more. Analogously in creation we admit the
thing created together with its real relation to the Creator:
but, because motion is not involved in creating we admit no
more, i. €, no passio, no mutatio but only relatio quaedam cum
novitate essendi.®* Thus by confusedly introducing into the
Hypostatic Union concepts which have verification only in
most imperfect changes, Peére de la Taille implicitly renders
that union less meflable, less dignified.

But the great theologian fell victim to an even more subtle
confusion in this matter. Note what is radically involved in
his position that the Verbum, terminating, personalizing the
human nature of Christ produces in it a certain passio or
mutatio which is the created actuation of that humanity. In
what order of causality is passio to be found? It is a reality,
properly speaking, only in the order of efficient causality; it
corresponds, in a recipient, to the actio of an agent. Thus it
can be and, in natural changes, is precedent to the inter-play
of material-formal causality between a subject and its new
form, because the agent through its efficient action induces that
form in the matter.

Passio, however, cannot, properly, be an element in the inter-
play of formal-material causality, or of quasi-formal and quasi-
material causality. Matter is informed by its form: we do not
say materia patitur a forma. Neither passio nor mutatio can

1* De Pot., loc. cit. *® Summa Theol., q. 45, a. 3.
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be as a quasi-formal effect. Yet Pére de la Taille conceived and
described passio and mutatio as the quasi-formal effect of the
Verbum in the human nature of Christ. Thus one real defect
in this application of the theory of created actuation by Un-
created Act—a defect which we shall, analogously, discover in
all applications of the theory—is positing as a quasi-formal
effect of Uncreated Act that which pertains to the efficient
order and not to the formal or quasi-formal order at all. There
is here a confusion between change (the actio-passio exchange)
which is a becoming, and its term, a being. Passio is not a
quasi-formal effect because becoming is not being; because
imperfection is not perfection, because the conditions of potency
are not the conditions of act.

In metaphysical terms we can say that there is involved here
a confusion between potency and act. A quasi-formal effect is
a thing, a being, an act or actuation; passio and mutatio

~pertain to motion which inherently regards, by definition,
potency.

One further point demands to be made. On de la Taille’s
own principles his teaching on the created actuation by the
Word of Christ’s human nature is inadequate. If the actuation
of the body by the soul is, in men generally, different from the
existence of the soul as this theory holds, then the (existential)
actuation of Christ’s body is a different reality from the actua-
tion of His soul. Thus we should find in Christ, on de la Taille’s
premises, three actuations rather than the two on which de la
Taille insists—and, of course, no one substantial actuation of
His humanity. If this theory be true, what of the existence of
the body of Christ during its time of substantial separation
from His soul? Given the reality of the death of the Lord His
soul could hardly have produced a passio in His body during
those days; for passio, the correlative of actio presupposes the
union of agent and patient. Hence either the entombed body
of Christ had no existential actuation at all, or it had that
actuation from a source other than His soul. On the first
supposition there would have been no sacred body to entomb—
which is mere nonsense. On the second alternative the body,
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actually existing by an existence unrelated to the existence of
Christ’s soul, would have had a new existence different at very
least numerically from that of Christ’s soul—thus that body
would not have been the existent reality born of Mary, but
numericaily at least a new thing. There is but one escape, viz.
to suppose that from the first moment of the Incarnation the
Lord’s body received its “ actuation ” immediately from the
Verbum and not through His soul—and this is contrary to the
law of ndture succinctly expressed by St. Thomas caro humana
sortitur esse per animam.”

In the natural order, then, de la Taille through an unfortu-
nate confusion of the efficient and formal (or quasi-formal)
orders misconceived the union of the human nature of Christ
to the Word as implying a passio as a positive created reality.
In fact true passio or mutatio is to be found in this union,
neither in the eficient nor in the quasi-formal order. Positing
such a mutatio springs from a confusion of all communication
with motion; it leads to suppositions which are untenable.

Our second general point of criticism is this: Peére de la
Taille misconceived obediential potency and consequently
denies, by implication, the real and vastly important distinction
between the natural and the supermatural orders. For, note
that the created actuation of Christ’s human nature by the
Word is supernatural, indeed it is “ at the summit of the super-
natural.” Yet this eminently supernatural reality informs the
human nature of Christ, according to de la Taille; conversely,
the human nature is its materal cause in the true meaning of
material causality.

Now a cause is a principle whence something originates, or
proceeds, with dependence in being. A material cause, in
common with other true causes, actually contributes to the
constitution and conservation of the effect. Thus, if de la
Taille be correct, the human nature of Christ positively contri-

1 This difficulty in the theory of de la Taille is peculiar to that theory, for its
demand of a passio in the potency as actuated requires a physical conjunction
between act and potency. Without such conjunclion a true passio is quite im-
possible.
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butes by its natural powers to the being of a substantial,
supernatural entity. But John of St. Thomas writes that the
opinion of some

that an obediential potency is inchoatively supernatural is false, if
it be understood that it is intrinsically and pesitively supernatural;
for thus something would be of the supernatural order naturally
and intrinsically. But this (opinion) is true if understood nega-
tively, or denominatively from some supernatural extrinsic agent.
But this is to be obediential through non-repugnance with respect
to a superior pewer. . . . In order that something be moved by a
supernatural agent it should not have a positive proportion to it
but rather it ought to be {ar from it and deficient, as of a different
order, and so it cannot be positively coordinated with that (superior
agent) but only negatively or by non-repugnance; and this is a
petency’s being obediential.?®

But in speaking of formal and material causality the same
authority writes: “ Intrinsic proportion, so that matter and
form be of the same order, pertains not to a mere condition
but to the intrinsic ratio of these causes, because the ratio of
causing is that by which the cause is proportioned to the thing
caused.” **

Essentially the same account of obediential potency as dis-
tinct from true material causality is given by the Salmanti-
censes describing obediential potency on an order “of pure
capability . . . not of any sort whatsoever but such that of
itself it does not have proximate efficacy for attaining them
(i.e. supernatural realities) nor 1s it due it that it attain
them.” ** And Garrigou-Lagrange in our own day writes: * the
obediential potency in a creature relative to God is not an
active faculty, but a passive aptitude, indeed this aptitude is
nothing other than mere non-repugnance.” * In St. Thomas’
own phase: “ supernatural principles suppose nothing positive
in man.” **

The point of difficulty is clear. Material causality involves
an intrinsic, positive proportion between the material cause

2 Cursus Philosophicus, 11, pp. 94, 95.
2 Ibid., p. 287. ?* De Revelatione, 1, p. 853.
22 Salmanticenses, I, pp. 97-98. 2 II Sent., d. 32, q. 2, a. 1.
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and its formal complement. The material cause is subjective
potency with regard to that form. Obediential potency on the
contrary involves no such positive proportion between it and
the form; there is only that objective capacity which is mere
non-impossibility, non-repugnance.

How, then, does a Thomist conceive the function of an
obediential potency? To be sure, that potency (or, ultimately
its subject if the potency in question is not of the substantial
order) is the subject in which the supernatural form is, but
not a subject out of which it becomes, or is. Hence the sub-
stantial subject does have its existence, as it were, communi-
cated to the supernatural form: but that subject in no sense
contributes to the intrinsic constitution of the nature or essence
of the form in question,” for it cannot. Could it do so there
would be no disproportion between the two, hence no super-
naturality on the part of the form. Carefully, then, the Thomist
distinguishes between essence and existence, between the form’s
esse tale and inesse. By divine power the esse tale is consti-
tuted, constituted as resident in this existent: between the
existent and the form there is not repugnance—but neither is
there that procession of the latter from the positive potentiality
of the former, which constitutes the exercise of material cau-
sality properly so-called.

How different the outlook of Pere de la Taille! “ The material
causality of the human nature has no reference to anything in
the theandric composite except the grace of union,” * which is
“at the summit of the supernatural.” Once we admit proper
material causality in a natural thing with respect to a super-
natural form we have asserted proportion, and intrinsic corre-
lation between the two orders.

It might seem that this criticism is weakened, if not des-
troyed, by the example of the human soul. The soul is in
the body; the body is not that out of which the soul is educed.

**We are here, obviously, supposing that the supernatural form is of the
accidental order. The special problem of a supernatural creature of the substantial
order we shall consider soon.

# The Hypostatic Union, p. 35.

2
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Yet the body is the true material cause of man. The same can
be applied, analogously, in the supernatural order, one might
argue,

The objection is merely superficial. Granted that the soul
is, in ratione substantialitatis, complete, it is nevertheless, in
ratione speciei, mcomplete; of itself it does not constitute a
complete nature but depends intrinsically and positively on the
body as on its material cause and only together with that body
does it constitute a human nature. Hence the body’s material
causality involves not only that the soul is in it as in a subject,
but also that the effect—a man—is constituted out of it as out
of one of its intrinsic causes. Even here material causality in-
cludes the procession of the proper effect out of the matter.
Yet this latter is precisely what is impossible in the case of
an obediential potency.

Therefore, Pére de la Taille’s position that Christ’s human
nature is the material cause of the supernatural grace of union
involves a denial of the proposition that that human nature is
merely an obediential potency with respect to a supernatural
reality. Note that de la Taille himself never conceived this
material causality, of which he writes, as mere non-repugnance.
Writing of formal and material causality he says very clearly,
“ There is a reciprocity of good offices, an exchange of resources
. . . there is mutual indebtedness and interdependence.” ** He
himself creates the difficulty: the difficulty of a supernatural
effect dependent for its being on the “ good offices . . . the
resources ” of a merely natural thing.

Tt must be noted that a special difficulty is involved in de la
Taille’s teaching that the Word’s *““created actuation” of
Christ’s human nature is of the substantial order. Surely the
good theologian, who so carefully cites Thomistic authorities,
ought to have known the clear Thomistic tradition that a
created, supernatural, substantial reality is impossible, intrinsi-
cally contradictory.” As Billuart argues (and his is but one

2% Ibid., p. 29.

28 Por “ sample ” views see Gonet, Clypeus Theologiae Thomisticae, t. V, Tractatus
VIII (de Gratia), disp. 11, a. 8; Billuart, op. ¢it.,, t. I, diss. IV, a. 5; Garrigou-
Lagrange, De Deo Uno, pp. 294-295.
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voice in the long tradition: a voice which de la Taille echoes in
other things)

Supernaturality consists in a transcendental order to God, as He
is in Himself, and as elevated above all nature, as to the specifica-
tive object and the connatural end. . . . Therefore, a supernatural
being is constituted essentially through an order to something ex-
trinsic, namely to God as He transcends every creature. But it is
impossible that there be given a created substance . . . which is
essentially constituted by an order to something extrinsic because
substance is above all complete, a being in se et ad se and so it has
its constitutive within its own line (limits) in such fashion that it
cannot seek its species from something extrinsic.?®

Among Thomists there is unanimity on the proposition that
a supernatural, created reality of the substantial order is im-
possible. The clear words of Saint Thomas demand that
unanimity. He writes that in defining substance “ nothing
extrinsic is included: every substance is defined in terms
merely of its material and formal principles. . . . The reason is
that a definition must express what a thing is . . . and sub-
stance is something complete in its being and kind.” Thus if
we suppose anything substantial, created, and supernatural,
then the supernatural-—which is above all creatures—enters in
as an Intrinsic constituent, as matter or form, of the creature.
One and the same substantial principle is and is not above the
created order.

Note again how deep is the cleavage. For de la Taille the
“ created actuation ” of Christ’s humanity is “ absolute as a sub-
stantial actuation, and it is relative, essentially relative to the
Word’s personal existence.” Yet St. Thomas expressly held that
substance can be defined only in terms of intrinsic causes be-
cause substance “ is something complete in its being and kind ”
—it is not then “ essentially relative.” Clearly de la Taille was
quite free to imagine supernaturally relative substances if he
so chose; but accuracy demands that he desist from claiming
affinity,—and a fortiori—identity, with Thomism.

2® Billuart, loc. cit., par. 4.
3 [T de Anima, lect. 1. n. 218.
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This same accuracy forces one to the observation that de la
Taille’s position is not merely contrary to Thomism—it is
contrary as well to the distinction, basic in all Christian
thought, between Creator and creature. (I do not imply that
this tendency is original, among Christian thinkers, to de la
Taille—very far from it. The tendency is basic to all Suarezian-
ism, implicit in the very first proposition of Suarezian meta-
physics) . For what is “ the supernatural ” to which, according
to de la Taille, the * created substantial actuation ” postulated
belongs? If “ supernatural ” signifies anything at all, as for
Christians it must, it signifies that which is above created
nature, and is proper to the Divine. “ Those things are properly
called natural which are caused by the principles of nature.
But those things are supernatural which God reserves to
Himself.” *

Thus the supernatural exceeds created nature, and is proper
to the divine order: a created substance or principle does not
exceed created nature, cannot do so if it is created. Thus a
supernatural created substantial reality as supernatural would
pertain to the divine: as created to the non-divine. Hence
infinite distinction between the Divine Creator and limited
creature would be annihilated—there would be a medium. In
all restraint may we not say that de la Taille’s supposition is
not alone un-Thomistic; it is, in addition, self-contradictory,
and perilous at least to one basic peint of faith. ‘

To all this one can object: the Sacred Humanity of Christ
does in fact exist by something which is proper to God in His
transcendence, viz. by the esse of the Divine Word. Hence His
humanity is in fact related to something divinely transcendent.
The answer is, that while Christ’s humanity 1is related (by a
relation which is an accident, not a substance) to the
transcendent esse of the Word it is not related to a created
supernatural, substantial act-—that is the point. For such
actuation as created would be, inherently, of finite degree or
perfection; yet as supernatural, i.e. of the divine order, it

81 Gt. Thomas, Suppl., q. 6, a. 1.
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would be specifically of an infinite order of perfection. The
substantial actuation which de la Taille proposes involves both:
as supernatural it would be a specifically infinite substance; as
created, specifically finite.

B. Sanctifying or Habitual Grace.

Next we consider de la Taille’s exemplification in habitual
grace of his doctrine or created actuation by Uncreated Act.
These criticisms will be most brief; the criticism urged against
his teaching on Christ’s grace of union need only be applied
here again.

Here, as in the teaching on Christ’s grace of union, de la
Taille, whatever his intention, does implicitly deny the dis-
tinction between the natural and the supernatural orders. He
teaches that habitual grace is a created actuation produced in
the human soul by God’s own essence. This Act—God—comes
that “ actuation may arise in the soul ”’; habitual grace is a
reality ““ informing its proper subject,” an “ actuation of the
potency by the Act.”** There is involved then, on the side
of the potency or the created nature, material causality in the
true sense, with respect to a supernatural entity; the natural
is a true cause of the supernatural, this time in the order of
accidents. The deplorable and untraditional misconception
inherent in this view has been indicated already. It implies,
as we have seen, a positive proportion between the essence of
the soul as a thing of nature, and the life of God as super-
natural; it implies that the soul by its natural * resources” or
its “ good offices ” positively contributes to the essential consti-
tution of a supernatural reality; for, according to de la Taille
himself, that is what a material cause does.

In the second place sanctifying grace is, according to the
French theologian, ““ the change of the potency ” (i.e. of the
soul) , its amelioration, and also “its union . . . with the sub-
sistent Act.” At one and the same time it is the change or
mutatio and the formal modification.

22 The Hypostatic Union, pp. 33-84.
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Here again is the confusion about motion. The fact is that
the infusion of habitual grace is, as all admit, instantaneous:
a man cannot be partially justified and partially not justified.
The instant of justification can be and, in adults, normally is
preceded by a change of moral dispositions which change is
successive—ryet the infusion of habitual grace is not successive.
Hence it involves no motion. Sublato motu ab actione et pas-
sione non remanet nisi relatio. The infusion of grace, then,
involves no real passio in the soul. In an instant there is life,
divine life, present in the soul, yes; but there is no process, no
passio whereby it becomes; and this precisely because grace is
supernatural, so that the soul cannot cooperate as patient in
its production. Grace can presuppose change (in dispositions) ;
but 1t itself is not a change.

Pere de la Taille, while admitting that habitual grace is a
certain formal modification of the essence of the soul, never-
theless conceived and described it after the manner of an
efficient modification. Quite apart from the truth that grace,
as an instantaneous infusion, cannot invelve change in the
proper sense is the more profound truth that no formal modifi-
cation is a change or passio. Change, and passio belong to the
order of becoming; formal modification to the order of being
whether substantial or accidental. Form is the act of being as
actual; motion which is implied in passion is the act of being as
potential. Being-in-potency is really distinct from being-in-act;
and therefore change is really distinct from formal modification.

Especially to be noted in de la Taille’s consideration of
habitual grace is his teaching that grace is the quasi-formal
effect of the Act—God—already united to the soul.

“ This union of essence with essence is called sanctifying
grace. It, too, in addition to the created gift that constitutes
it, implies an uncreated Gift without which it would lapse into
nothingness. The Act of divine life itself must come to actuate
the receptive capacity of the soul in order that the correspond-
ing actuation may arise in the soul.” ** First God indwelling;

32 Op. cit., p. 38.
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then grace as the communication from Him, as the created
actuation which, as it were, spontaneously arises.

But this is an inversion. Traditional theology and most
notably the Thomistic tradition teaches that God indwells
through grace; grace is the principle, not truly the consequent
of the indwelling; grace, that is, together with charity and the
gifts of the Holy Ghost. Grace is not God present to the soul,
as de la Taille teaches: rather it is the mediate cause through
which that presence is achieved.

As nature principles faculties, grace principles the theclogical
(and infused moral) virtues and the gifts: and it is in and
through the operation of these latter that God’s special pres-
ence to the just is realized. * Besides the common mode
(according to which God is present to all things) there is a
special mode which is proper to the rational creature, in whom
God is said to be as the thing known in the knower, and the
thing loved in the lover. Because by knowing and loving the
rational creature attains . . . to God Himself according to this
special mode God is said . . . to be in the rational creature.” **
John of St. Thomas especially has developed in detail Thomistic
tradition on this point; but the tradition itself is clear. Grace
is a true principle of the Indwelling.

Note de la Taille’s source of confusion. The thing principled
—+the Indwelling-—causes its own principle. The radical, sub-
jective capability (grace) is the formal perfection. Capability
and its perfection merge.

C. The Lumen Gloriae

Lastly in this section—and briefly—we consider de la Taille’s
teaching on “ created actuation by Uncreated Act ” in its appli-
cation to the lumen gloriae. Here again we shall meet the two
basic difficulties already twice encountered, together with a
third proper to the Jesuit theologian’s teaching on the lumen.

There is immediate evidence of de la Taille’s breakdown of
the distinction between the natural and the supernatural
orders; for here, too, a mere creature is presented as being a

3¢ Summa Theol., I, q. 48, a. 8.
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true and. intrinsic cause of an effect which is properly super-
natural. “This created actuation [the lumen gloriae] of the
potency informs its subject: it is dependent on the latter as
on its material cause.” *® The unacceptability and non-tradi-
tional character of this proposition we have, I think, treated
quite sufficiently in considering its counterpart in de la Taille’s
teaching on the Incarnation and habitual grace. This third
time a mere noting of the repetition suffices.

Secondly, there is most clearly involved here also the now
familiar confusion between diverse orders of causality. * This
disposition for both the Act and the operation [viz. of seeing
God as He is] which at the same time is the change of the
potency and the union of the potency with the Act—all this
is in the light of glory.” ** And again de la Taille refers to the
lumen as ““ an amelioration ” of the potency. The lumen, then,
is a certain change, amelioration, or passio in the intellect; and
at the same time its formal modification.

The answer to this position is, roughly, already evident from
what has been said above. First, the infusion of the lumen
gloriae is mstantaneous (because a man cannot both be seeing
God as He is, and not seeing God as He is) and as such with-
out any true passio or mutatio. Secondly, since the lumen
gloriae 1s a certain formal modification of the created mind it
could not in any true sense imply mutatio or passio for its
subject. The lumen must be one or the other: either an
efficient cause to whose action there corresponds passio in
the subject; or a form in the mind: but since becoming is not
being the lumen cannot be both.

One readily admits, of course, that theologians, St. Thomas
included, speak of the lumen (as indeed they speak also of
grace) as involving a change in the subject. But that is a
manner of speaking to which we are bound by our poverty of
vocabulary. Considering the efficient production of the lumen
in the created intellect we must use the word change because
we have no word which accurately describes instantaneous

3¢ The Hypostatic Union, p. 32.
38 Ibid., loc. cit.
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modification. But the central point is this: when the lumen is
spoken of as involving a change it is not the lumen as form
which is under discussion but the production of the lumen;
that is, the Agent who produces the lumen changes (in a broad
sense) or betters the intellect; but the lumen itself as form does
not do so. It is just this latter point which Pere de la Taille
did not grasp in his confusion of the efficient and the formal
orders.

Thirdly and lastly, under this point we note a confusion that
is itself proper to de la Taille’s analysis of the lumen gloriae,
though similar to a confusion found in his analysis of grace. He
conceives the lumen as efficiently proceeding from the very
presence to the mind of the beatifying object, i.e. God. The
lumen is “ the communication of the Act to the potency or
the reception of the Act in the potency; an amelioration of the
potency by the Act ”: it is “ consequent to the Act,” i. e given
in and by the presence of the Divine Essence as the beatifying
mtelligible. But this same lumen is a true principle of the act
of vision according to the tradition. Thus John of St. Thomas
writes that the lumen “ gives it [the intellect] activity elicitive
of the vision; and this is the function of an effective cause,
namely the vision.” * And Garrigou-Lagrange writes: * The
infused habit of the light of glory is a total principle proxi-
mately elicitive of the vision,” *

Now if both the Thomists and de la Taille be correct, then
the vision causes the lumen, which lumen principles the vision!
A Thomist, mindful of the distinction between the efficient and
formal orders ascribes the efficient causing of the lumen to God
as agent, not as object. As agent cause God produces the lumen
sub quo.*® This lumen, to be sure, can also be described as the
last disposition to the object, which is therefore caused by the
object—but caused by the object as formal, specifying principle.
Hence Gonet could write, * The defect of power for seeing God

87 Oursus Theologicus, I Pars, Disp. XIV, a. 1 (In Quaestionem XII).
33 Do Deo Uno, p. 294. Cf. Gonet, op. cit., vol. I, Tract. II, Disp. III, art. 2.
3 JV Sent., d. 49, q. 2,-a. 1, ad 15.
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which [defect] is in the created intellect cannot be sufficiently
supplied for by the Divine Essence under the ratio of intelligible
species united to it,” i.e. to the created intellect.** Yet this is
the very fashion in which Pére de la Taille would have that
defect remedied.

In each of the French theologian’s exemplifications of his
theory we find two basic and constant defects, leading, natu-
rally, to further difficulties peculiar to each case. These latter
we have, in this paper, merely suggested. What is more im-
portant is the gravity of the two basic misconceptions. These
are intrinsic to the theory itself; for any “ created actuation ”
springing from the union of God as Act and creature as potency
must be a hybrid of the uncreated and the created, the super-
natural and the natural, the infinite and the limited. It would
be necessarily a medium between God and not-God. It is a
contradiction.

Again such a “ created actuation,” as an inevitable “re-
sponse ” of the creature to the presence of God as Act, must
be both formal modification (since the creature is described as
its material cause in the true sense of material causality) and
something which is becoming (since it is, precisely, a mutatio
of, or passio 1n, the creature, therefore an effect being made) .
Thus merge formal and efficient causality; thus merge perfec-
tion-in-act and perfection-in-potency. And given de la Taille’s
other confusion, is this to be marvelled at? If in the shadows
of confused thinking the distinction between God and creature
be obscured one cannot marvel that the distinction between
diverse orders of creaturely things grows dim.

These misconceptions are not new, nor especially subtle in
themselves though they may be obscure because they lie deep
among an author’s unanalyzed suppositions. The tendency to
destroy or lessen the distinction between the natural and the
supernatural is older than human kind; and the tendency to
conceive all reality after the image of motion, in terms of
becoming is almost as old as the history of philosophy.

4 Gonet, loc. cit., no. 14.
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IJI. De va Tammie ano tEE THOMISTS

This section, on the relevance of de la Taille’s doctrine to
Thomistic tradition would be quite unnecessary were it not for
his use of Thomistic authors. In his teaching about the lumen
gloriae and habitual grace de la Taille advances no serious claim
to be Thomistic. He does, in those sections, quote from St.
Thomas; but only de la Taille’s reading into the passages there
quoted can make them seem even to suggest “ created actuation
by Uncreated Act.” No follower of St. Thomas, no interpreter
of his system, is cited as ever proposing such an interpretation.

In defending his theory on Christ’s grace of union, however,
the Jesuit does strive, and mightily, to strengthen his position
by appealing to Thomistic authorities.”* A superficial reading
of those pages gives the impression of comsiderable success;
an actual reading of the authors cited definitely dispells that
Impression.

Thus in the article in Recherches one reads “ on the part of
the Word as term, therefore, what we have to consider is not
only a causal activity but a function of perfective Act which
is not, for all that, an informing act.”** Then Cajetan is
cited writing (among other things),

If there is a question of actuating and of being actuated within the
entire compass of conceivable ways. . .. God may actuate a created
thing. . . . Since therefore we admit that the human nature of
Christ is perfected by the divine existence we can also admit
without absurdity that it is actuated in some way by the divine
existence. . . . We may say that the potency to its own existence
is actuated, not by its own existence but by the divine existence
far more excellently and perfectly than it would have been actuated
by its own existence. . . .

4! This “ defense ” is of course the article Entretien amical in Revue Apologétique
and in translation to be found in The Hypostatic Union, pp. 42-76. We have
already referred to this occasionally; this section of our eriticism is corncerned prin-
cipally—though not exclusively—with this last of de la Taille’s papers on created
actuation by Uncreated Act.

<2 The Hypostatic Union, p. 35.
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De la Taille comments on Cajetan’s words, “ This one example
(viz. of perfective Act which is not an informing act) would be
enough to establish the possibility of a relation other than that
of efficiency between created actuation and uncreated Act.” *®

But Cajetan in this place* is simply not speaking of a
“created actuation.” The “created actuation” de la Taille
conceives is not divine, obviously, even in its proponent’s con-
cept; the actuation of which Cajetan speaks is divine, not
created. Cajetan says: “ Because the perfection of potency is
called its actuation, therefore you can say that the potency [of
the human nature of Christ] to its own proper existence is
actuated not by its own, but by divine existence.” Thus de la
Taille: The created nature of Christ is actuated by a created
reality. Cajetan: The created nature of Christ is actuated by
esse divinum. The propositions are quite different; they are
mutually irreconcilable. In the context Cajetan insists that he
is using the word actuatio in a very wide sense; this, precisely
because he 1s speaking of esse divinum as an actuation. Were
he speaking of a created actuation his long explanation of the
extended sense of actuatio would be very unnecessary; nothing
in his use of actuatio would require such explanation.

Interestingly in this very paragraph quoted by de la Taille,
Cajetan asserts the similarity between a potentiality’s being
perfected by assumption to divine existence, and by assumption
to divine personality. Now if, as Cajetan—the authority of
de la Taille’s own selection—expressly says, these two are
similar; and if assumption to divine existence implies a created
existential actuation, as de la Taille says it does; should not
the second-—assumption to divine personality—similarly re-
quire a created actuation in the line of person? De la Taille;
concludes, as we have seen, to two existences in Christ, from
the point of view of actuation. He should have concluded to:
two persons also, from the point of view of actuation.”

2 Op. eit., p. 36.

+¢ Cf. Cajetan in III, q. 17, a. 2.

* This point has special force in view of the peculiar view of personality adopted!
by de la Taille and erroneously ascribed by him to Capreolus. He writes “of the’
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It is, however, in the article in Revue Apologétique that
de la Taille more notably uses Thomistic authorities. A line-
by-line indication and correction of his significant citations
would be possible but decidedly tedious. It seems preferable,
therefore, to group the citations under the main headings of
his own article. Under those headings we shall consider of the
authorities cited by de la Taille only those whom all sides
class as Thomists, omitting others cited who (like Suarez)
unhesitatingly depart from basic Thomistic theses.

1. The grace of union is created.

For this proposition de la Taille cites principally Billuart *¢
saying that the grace of union taken either as substantial union
or as habitual grace is caused by the divine nature; and
Cajetan *” saying that in some sense (which he clearly distin-
guishes) the grace of union is a created gift. This offers no
difficulty. Saint Thomas himself speaks of the grace of union,
under different aspects, as both uncreated (the esse given) and
created (the substantial joining of the human nature to the
Word and the consequent relation) . As to the formulas, there
is no question: disagreement arises only as to what we shall
understand by the unio substantialis which Billuart describes
as created; and the mutatio and substantialis compositio men-
tioned by Cajetan. Shall we understand them as realities either
in fiert (mutatio) or in facto esse (unio substantialis, and sub-
stantialis compositio) distinct from both natures united in the
Word? Are they actuations distinct from the human nature in
its newness of being, and with the relation of union, both of

two terms, humanity and existence, the one that holds the other is the person ” and
again for de la Taille the whole problem of personality has a satisfactory solution
“drawn from one principle only: namely, the equation between created personality
and ownership of created being.” See The Hypostatic Union, pp. 19, 30. »

The whole point of de la Taille’s theory is that the human nature of Christ does
have, or own, its existential actuation distinct from the esse Verbi as creature from
Creator. Thus in the same sense in which he predicates two existences of Christ
he ought to predicate two persons.

** Billuart, op. cit., Tractatus de Incarnatione, diss. IV, a. 5 (t. V, p. 422).

" Cajetan in III, q. 2, a. 10, n. &.
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which are admittedly created? This brings up the second
point.

2. Besides the humanity and the Word, and the real relation
of the humanity to the Word another reality, founding the
relation must be admitted. This reality is created and consists
n the TRACTIO or MOTUS of the humanity to the Word which
MOTUS, of course, endures and which is the grace of union, a
true medium between the human nature and the Word. For
this de la Taille cites St. Thomas’ speaking of the Incarnation
in terms of motus* a passio*® a tractio * a change * of the
human nature and secondly Billuart assigning as the foundation
of the real relation “ a real change in the humanity, its passive
traction to the Word,” which “ is the permanent foundation of
the relation,” and a * termination in the human nature.” *?

Curiously Pére de la Taille does not quote some important
passages in Billuart. The latter writes, in the very article cited
by de la Taille;: “ The Word is united to the humanity in this
that it terminates and sustains the humanity . . ., actually
terminating is not something created by the power of terminat-
ing or something distinct from His personality . . ., as the Word
is immediately per seipsum united to the humanity, so the
humanity is conceived united to the Word immediately per
seipsam.” And as to the meaning of the * change” of the
human nature Billuart notes “ the human nature cannot be said
to be rigorously and strictly changed through the Incarnation.
... A thing said to be changed preexists to the reception or loss
by reason of which it said to be changed,” and he adds that
Christ’s humanity did not preexist to its assumption by the
Word. “It can, however, be said to be changed in a broad
sense of the word.” And what is the passio in the human nature
of which Billuart speaks? He indicates that “ it is nothing other

*8 1T Sent., d. 2, q. 2, a. 2, qcla. 8.
** Summa Theol., 111, q. 2, a. 8.

5 Ibid., a. 6, ad 2.

" Ibid., q. 2, a. 6, ad 1.

5% Loc. cit., a. 8.
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than the [human] nature passively made dependent on the
Word and communicating in Its being.” It is the ancient truth:
sublato motu ab actione et passione non remanet nisi ens cum
relatione quadam. In the same place Billuart interprets St.
Thomas to exclude every medium “ because he says that union
[is] . . . as a consequent effect, and because nowhere does he
even make mention of this mediate nexus.”

As for St. Thomas’ words he used them for the rather good
reason that we have no others. We can name things only as
we know them: and as we know things in the natural order
(whence all our words are derived) change or motus is always
involved when a reality is found outside its connatural con-
dition. In attempting to describe the de facto condition of the
humanity of our Savior, therefore, we have to use words which
imply change or else refuse to discuss so transcendent a fact
at all.

But it is one thing to admit the limitations of our words:
another to assert in the supernatural order the verification of
the merely natural implications of those words. Thus while St.
Thomas had to use words like passio, he never conceived the
passio as something distinct from Christ’s humanity and its
relation to the Word. Because that humanity did not preexist
to its assumption by the Word, and because that assumption
mvolved no gradual process but only “ factum est: ” therefore,
for St. Thomas there is not a distinet reality corresponding to
the passio. The position of Pére de la Taille, that a passio or
mutatio is a reality distinct from the humanity and its relation
to the Word, a true motus, would imply that the humanity pre-
existed to the Incarnation, then gradually became united to
the Word for motus as a distinct reality is, can only be, a
gradual process in a preexisting subject. No Thomist, nor any
Catholic, holds to such a conclusion.

8. The TRACTIO or MUTATIO which in Christ’s Sacred Human-
1ty founds the relation of union to the divine nature is a created
actuation by Uncreated Act. For this Cajetan is cited, saying
“ the human nature is actuated by the divine existence . . . far
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more excellently than it would have been by its own exist-
ence,” ** and John of St. Thomas is quoted at length, in his
doctrine on the substantial sanctification of Christ’s humanity.*

From Cajetan no support for de la Taille can be alleged: in
the place cited there is no implication of “ created actuation ”
distinct from Christ’s humanity with its relation. Rather arbi-
trarily de la Taille interprets the actuation mentioned by
Cajetan as a passio, a created modification distinct therefore
from the changeless Person and the created nature modified.
Cajetan has no such concept: this has been amply shown
above. The following additional points (if any were needed)
tell rather heavily against de la Taille’s interpretation of
Cajetan. 1) In the paragraph cited the great Cardinal ex-
pressly excludes any actuation per modum inhaesionis of
Christ’s humanity; de la Taille’s “ created actuation” would
inhere in the Savior’s human nature. 2) Cajetan, as we saw,
held that Christ’s “ potency for proper [created] existence is
actuated . . . through divine existence ”; according to de la
Taille it is not; for he teaches that the esse of the Word is as
Act, but not as actuation, to the Sacred Humanity. Cajetan
equates “ actuatio” in this case with “ potentia actuata per
divinum esse,”—not so de la Taille. 38) The third point—that
logic should demand of de la Taille that he conclude to two
persons in Christ (in the same sense in which he concludes to
two existences) —has already been made.

Cajetan’s teaching, however, de la Taille rather quickly
dismisses and insists that it is John of Saint Thomas who is
clearly on the side of the new doctrine. He quotes extensively
from the Joannine Commentary on Question Seven of the Third
Part of the Summa Theologiae.** The very number of quota-
tions, the length of some of them, plus the fact that they are
directly concerned with Christ’s sanctity, not His union, make
their analysis rather unwieldly. Yet I think that with complete

5% Cajetan III, q. 17, a. 2, n. 18.
54 John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theologicus, III, disp. 8.
¢ The Hypostatic Union, pp. 68-72 especially.
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fairness to de la Taille and his extended argumentation his
main points can be reduced to these two: 1) John of St.
Thomas teaches that the subsistence of the Word intrinsically
changes the humanity of Christ; and 2) that the humanity
neither subsists nor exists in an infinite manner. For de la
Taille the conclusion is clear: John of St. Thomas teaches that
the actuation of Christ’s humanity by the Act (which is the
Person of the Word) is a created, finite effect—therefore
*“ created actuation by Uncreated Act.”

But how deeply did de la Taille understand him whose
authority he quotes so lavishly? In the very article cited John
of St. Thomas writes that in the case of Christ “ the sanctifying
form cannot be anything created for nothing created is a ratio
constitutive of the natural Sonship of God ” which Sonship, of
course, is proper to the Man Christ. 4 pari then—and de la
Taille’s entire argument proceeds @ pari—the form whereby
Christ’s humanity exists is nothing created. And John of St.
Thomas continues that the form sanctifying cannot be * the
union by which the humanity is passively rendered assumed
because this is only the dependence of the humanity on the
Dwine Person.” A pari then, that by which the humanity is
passively rendered assumed is only a relation, viz. dependence.
This is traditional Thomism: it is not de la Taille’s view,
namely, that the union whereby the humanity is rendered
assumed is a created reality, a passio distinct both from the
humanity and its relation.

Why does John of St. Thomas speak, as he does, of the
humanity’s having sanctity, (and @ pari, subsistence and exist-
ence) modo finito? And why does he speak of sanctity, (and
a part subsistence and existence) introducing as an effect some
real change in the humanity?

The answer to the first question is not too difficult. Note
the very words of the authority in question *“ humanitas red-
ditur sancta” and so forth. The great Thomist is speaking
not of the Man Christ but of the humanity of Christ. Now
whereas the Man Christ is the Son of God, Divine: the
humanity is a creature, and finite. The Divine Word ter-

3
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minates, encloses that nature: the Word does not inform it,
or enter into its constitution. Hence we cannot say that that
humanity is infinitely holy, infinitely and necessarily beloved
of God; it is loved (and therefore holy) according to measure,
and in a free, not necessary mode. Why? Because that
humanity is not God: God necessarily and infinitely loves only
the unique, infinite God, Himself. So the sanctifying form in
Christ—the Verbum—is infinitely holy; but the sancity of the
humanity which is its conjunction to God is a union, a relation,
as John of St. Thomas teaches. That relation terminates at an
infinite sanctity but in its own being is a created thing: hence
the consistent teaching that the sanctifying form is not a
creature: yet the humanity is holy in a finite mode. Similarly
we many speak of the finite mode of existence of the humanity
of Christ.

Why, secondly, does John of St. Thomas speak of the Word’s
sanctity (and a pari His subsistence) as effecting some intrinsic
change in the Savier’s human nature? In the context he is
arguing against Vasquez’ teaching that the sanctity which
comes to Christ through the Hypostatic Union is something of
the moral order alone, consisting in “ extrinseco respectu.” John
of St. Thomas answers that the sanctifying principle or form
is not, as Vasquez thought, the divine nature as distinguished
from the Person but the Person Himself hypostatically united.
Hence the principle or form s intrinsic as the term of that
created nature; but the sanctifying form, and the informing
form is the Godhead according to his clear words, not a
creature.” Why, then, mention an intrinsic “ effect ”? Because
hypostatic sanctity is a formal, true principle of certain effects
intrinsic to the humanity, such as the exclusion of sin. This
the very words of John of St. Thomas indicate. But this effect
is not the sanctification of Christ any more than destruction of
sin in us is our habitual grace—though it is an effect of that
grace.

The great Thomist speaks also of an

[

“immutatio ” of the

56 John of St. Thomas, loc. cit., n. 20.
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created nature by the suppositum, the Person. Again in the
context the meaning is clear. The immutatio is not a passio,
some reality distinet from both created nature and uncreated
Person: it is simply a strong assertion of the reality of the
termination of that human nature, outside the natural course
of events, by the Word. John of St. Thomas expressly speaks—
to de la Taille’s admitted annocyance—of the divine esse and
subsistence informing the created nature; he says expressly, as
we have seen, that the union is a relation and nothing more. It
seems a bit arbitrary of de la Taille to insist that John of St.
Thomas means, not what he says, but what he does not say:
for nowhere does he speak of a created actuation, whereas he
does exclude such a reality. The “ change” refers to the fact
that the intrinsic termination of Christ’s humanity is extra-
ordinary, and constitutes a condition totally cutside the natural
order. But such a use of immutare implies no passio whatso-
ever, no reality distinct from the nature “ changed,” 1. e: united
to the divinity—except, always, the consequent relation.

4. In Christ there are, in some true sense, two existences.
For this St. Thomas’ words in the De Unione Verbi Incarnati
are cited.”” In that place the Angelic Doctor does teach that in
Christ there is one esse simply speaking, but two in a secondary
sense.

To the difficulty created by these words of St. Thomas we
shall return in a moment. The point now 1s this: the Thomistic
school has unanimously taught the unity of Christ’s existence.
so clear is this point in Thomistic teaching and tradition
spite of the difficulty created by St. Thomas” words! Let us say
frankly that Pére de la 'Taille’s attempt to show this point as
traditional Thomism is so inadequate as to be amusing. He
offers in favor of this teaching the great weight, the full
authority of Gregory Cippulus—then kindly identifies that
good friar as “ Regent of the Minerva in the first half of the
seventeenth century.” At least Cippulus is not precisely on
everybody’s tongue. Surely de la Taille who displays minute

57 St. Thomas, De Unione Verbi Incarnati, a. 4.
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acquaintance with the works and words of the great Thomists
ought to have known that on the other side those great stand
together—Capreolus, for example, and Cajetan, John of St.
Thomas, Gonet, the Salmanticenses, and Billuart, and so on to
contemporary or near-contemporary authors—Billot, Hugon,
Garrigou-Lagrange, Daflara, and the rest. One is saddened to
see employed a device which is not quite honest—the creation
of the impression that the teaching of John of St. Thomas leads
to this doctrine of a two-fold existence in Christ, plus the state-
ment: “True we do not find in him an explicit mention of two
existences.” *® Well, there is such mention: John of St. Thomas
mentions and classifies as erroneous the doctrine of a twofold
existence in Christ *° (that stricture, of course, was directed
against this teaching in its classical form, not in the form
proposed by de la Taille. This latter never occurred to John
of St. Thomas). Suarez, Tiphanius, and their followers, and
now de la Taille: these have denied the unicity of existence
in Christ. The tradition of Thomism has been and is to the
contrary; even tremendous effort to obscure the fact ought not
to succeed.

Yet, amusingly, even the authority of obscure Cippulus could
not be said with certainty to be with de la Taille. One might
almost wish it were, so that that poor man might remain
undisturbed, as doubtless he has been these many years. The
fact is that his words as quoted by de la Taille do permit a
more traditional interpretation. And surely a Regent of the
Minerva deserves such a courtesy!

As to St. Thomas’ words in the De Unione Verbi Incarnats
the tradition is—unless we make an exile of Cippulus—unani-
mous; St. Thomas’ judgment in this one text is neither final
nor usual. In all his other works in which the question arises
he insists on one esse in Christ. Whatever be the date of
composition of this Quaestio Disputata (and Cajetan dismisses
that question far too gruffly), it certainly preceded the Com-

88 The Hypostatic Union, p. 74.
5 Cursus Theologicus, 111, q. 17, a. 2.
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pendium Theologiae. In the Compendium, his last discussion of
this question, St. Thomas simply reaffirms the position he had
taught from the beginning, had taught in the Sentences, in the
Quodlibets and in the Summa Theologiae: in Christ there is
but one existence.®

EriLocur

Besides the exposition and defense of his position thus far
considered, Pére de la Taille published an even earlier state-
ment of his theory.”™ This earlier statement, while similar to
the later one, differs from it in sufficiently important ways to
make necessary a brief consideration of it, lest we seem to
ignore the weight of argument advanced for this doctrine by
de la Taille himself.

The first half of this exposition is a statement in striking,
forceful terms of the dogmatic truth of the Incarnation; a
statement which is clarified, and given deep meaning by refer-
ence to the ancient errors on which the terminology of the
Incarnation was hammered out.

The second half is the speculative portion of the paper. Two
problems in particular are considered: 1) The condition of
Christ’s created nature hypostatically united to the Verbum;
and 2) the conditions of the Hypostatic Union itself.*®

De la Taille’s doctrine with respect to the first problem may,
I think, justly be summarized in the following fashion: a)
Absolutely speaking the union of Christ’s human nature to the
Verbum could end; then would “the humanity remain; and
remain in all its essentials exactly what it is now; only instead
of being the Word’s own it would be the nature of some mere
man . . . that would spring up at once from the separation
between deity and humanity.” ** Hence there is some 7real

8 III Sent., d. 4, q. 1, a. 2, gcla. 1; Quodl. IX, q. 2, a. 2; Summa Theol., 1L, g.
17, a. 2; Compendium Theologiae, c. 212.

% This is of course the paper entitled “ The Schoolmen ” referred to above, foot-
note 1. It is contained in The Hypostatic Union, pp. 3-25.

*% 0p. cit., pp. 14-20.

¢ Op. cit., pp. 20-24.

% Op. cit., p. 14.
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difference between a humanity in Christ’s dominion ““ and the
same humanity otherwise tenanted "—because * something in
the world of fact has changed; and something not merely
accidental ” because personality is not an accident—yet, note,
there i1s no change in the substance of the nature. How to
account for a real change of the order of substance when the
substance in question remains essentially unaltered? b) The
different solutions advanced by Scotus, by Suarez, and by
Cajetan (i. e. their theories of personality) de la Taille dismisses
as, for various reasons, incapable of explaining the data of the
problem:  Hence he is left with Capreclus’ theory. ¢) As
de la Taille interprets Capreolus “if the personal factor 1is
neither antecedent [against Cajetan] nor consequent [against
Suarez] to the substantial existence it must be found within
1.7 % Thus a created nature which possesses commensurate
and connatural existence s a created person ipso facto: if it is
maintained in being by the existence of the Word it is not
man, not a person because not the autonomous owner of being:
it is owned itself by One who imparts to it fellowship in being
with Himself. “ Of the two terms, humanity and existence, the
one that holds the other is the person.” One principle solves
all “namely the equation between created personality and
ownership of created being.” *

The second problem—the conditions of hypostatic union it-
self—we shall reduce to this question: how can an uncreated
existence be the existence of a created being? De la Taille
answers, “ When it is said that the humanity exists by the
divine existence the meaning is that to humanity the divine
existence is cominunicated as an actual principle of being
instead of the formal principle of existence which normally
ought to be its own.” *®* The actualizing principle is eternal,
uncreated; the communication on the contrary is not eternal,

%57 shall not review here de la Taille’s arguments against these theories of
personality, for those arguments, while very interesting in themselves are not of
immediate importance in facilitating the understanding of de la Taille’s own
position. 87 Op. eit., pp. 19-20.

% Op. cit., p. 19. %% Op. cit., p. 21.
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but is a mere creature. “ There is a difference therefore between
the thing communicated and its communication. The one is
not the other. . . . The communication of the Word’s own
being is something created . . . and there is the new element
introduced by the Incarnation.” This communication, this new
reality is created, substantial, supernatural. Christ’s esse, as
the actualizing principle is one; yet the existential actuation of
His humanity is not the divine existence. That created actu-
ation “is absolute as a substantial actuation; and it is relative,
essentially relative to the Word’s personal existence.” ** Human
personality is the ownership of existence; hence “ between the
nature and its connatural existence there is ne room for any-
thing: Between the human nature of Christ and His divine
existence there is room for a communication of the latter to the
former: a created communication, which is in fact the hypo-
static union . . . the created grace of union.” This communi-
cation is not the act of being but a created association of the
potency—the human nature—with Uncreated Act.

The eriticism of this exposition can hardly be notably differ-
ent from what we have already suggested; this earlier exposition
while differing from the other in setting, in context, implies

.essentially the same elements. We shall therefore consider this
defense of de la Taille’s theory most briefly.

We note at once the repeated assertion of a created substance
of the supernatural order—which as we have shown implies the
denial of the real distinction between the supernatural and the
natural orders. Against it we can only repeat St. Thomas’
words, echoed in the entire Thomistic tradition, in defining
substance: “ nothing extrinsic is included: every substance is
defined in terms merely of its material and formal principles . . .
the reason is that a definition must express what a thing is,
and . . . substance is something complete in tts being and
kind.” " For de la Taille the communication from the esse of
the Verbum to the humanity (of Christ) is “ absolute as a

®® Loc. cit.
I de Anima, lect. 1.
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substantial actuation; and it is relative, essentially relation to
the Word’s personal existence.” Thus it could not be defined
merely by intrinsic causes as St. Thomas says substance must
be defined “in terms merely of its material and formal prin-
ciples,” for “ substance is something complete in its being and
kind.” This teaching, then, is clearly contradictory to Thom-
ism; but what is worse it undermines, as we have sufficiently
shown above, the distinction between the supernatural and the
natural, the distinction between the divine and the created.

Secondly, this explanation of “ created actuation by Un-
created Act,” no less than the previously considered exposition,
takes for its very starting point, its central postulate, a con-
fusion between diverse orders of causality. For here, too, we
find the teaching that to the humanity of Christ there is com-
municated from the esse of the Word an actual principle of
being which is created, substantially distinct from the Word (as
Act) communicating. This communication is not the act of
being but “a created association of the humanity with Un-
created Act.”

Now according to what order of causality does this created
actuation proceed from the esse Verbi? De la Taille in this
article does not ask the question; nevertheless it clamors to be
heard. It is clear, of course, that this “ created actuation”
ought to be conceived as proceeding {rom God as from an
efficient cause. It is created and all creatures depend on God
as on their efficient cause. But for a special reason it cught to
be conceived as proceeding from the Verbum by way of effi-
ciency—because the Verbum is according to the new theory a
special principle of this actuation. The actuation as creaturely
would be adequately distinct from the Verbum Increatum: and
hence the Verbum could be its special principle only according
to extrinsic causality.

But let us probe this further. Obviously Pére de la Taille
would not be satisfied with assigning to the Word merely
efficient causality of this communication because all Catholics
admit the efficiency of any one divine Person is the efficiency
of the divine nature, common to all three Persons: if this were
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the Word’s only causality of the actuation in question, Christ’s
humanity would be that of all three divine Persons. Absit! No,
for Pére de la Taille the “ actuation ” must be a quasi-formal
effect of the Verbum. Very well—what is a quasi-formal cause
in this theory? Is it an intrimsic or an extrinsic cause? The
divine Word can be an intrinsic cause of no creaturely reality,
or, stated the other way, no creature can be intrinsically divine,
or non-creaturely. For intrinsic causes are only two: formal
and material. It is according to faith that God can be the
intrinsic form of no creature; and it is according to faith that
He can be subject or matter of no compound. Thus the
dilemma: if the Verbum is an intrinsic cause of the “actu-
ation,” then God has entered into creaturely composition, and
a creature is intrinsically divine; if, contrarily, the Verbum is
only an extrinsic cause of the “ actuation,” then either that
actuation unites the humanity of Christ to all three divine
Persons—a clear heresy—or it does not. If it does not, then
the extrinsic causality in question is no different in kind from
God’s extrinsic causality of any other creaturely effect, with
the result that the union of Christ’s human nature to the
Verbum could not be different in kind from any creature’s
“ union ” with God, for every created thing, is, in its creaturely
being, from God efficiently. On any reasonable supposition,
then, de la Taille’s position offers rather uncomfortable con-
sequences.

This same basic confusion is evident in other judgments
made by de la Taille. For example, he states that if the human
nature of Christ were to be separated from the Word “ it would
be the nature of some meré man . . . that would spring up
at once from the separation between deity and humanity.” Let
us presume that in conformity with his teaching generally de
la Taille is supposing that a new positive thing, viz. a new
personality would succeed: still his language manifests con-
fusion between the orders of efficiency and formality, becoming
and being. For that new personality as a formal thing would
“ spring up at once ” and * from the separation.” There simply
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is no taking into account of the role of any efficient cause, or
any producing of the new reality. The new thing as a formality
would, presumably be self-explanatory from the point of view
of efficiency: it springs—merely from the separation.

As a mere appendage it should be noted, I think, in justice
to Capreolus, one of St. Thomas’ truly great commentators, that
de Ia Taille gives no evidence of having understood the theory
of created personality elaborated by the princeps Thomistarum.
On the contrary, de la Taille misrepresents that venerable and
vigorous theory; and Capreolus is not likely to gain in lustre
from association—however unwanted!—with this doctrine.
Adequately to expose the point would require a distinct and
general article on the Thomistic concept of created personality.

It can never be with pleasure that one concludes that a work
built by a great man, and at the cost of tremendous labor,
is seriously deficient. Therefore, one could not undertake a
rigorous criticism of de la Taille’s theory of “ created actuation
by uncreated act ” merely for the sake of intellectual exercise.
But that theory, weak and objectionable in its very founda-
tions, is being embraced and hailed today as * an introduction
to the purest scholastic tradition,” “ a fine supplementary text
for the De Verbo course,” “ an outstanding exposition of the
metaphysics of sanctifying grace and the beatific vision,” and
so forth. Sadly, it is none of these things. It is novel, opposed
to tradition; it i1s doctrinally dangerous; it is, metaphysically,
rooted in and built upon confusion.

Tuomas U. Murpaney, O.P.

Dominican House of Studies
Washington, D. C.



ABSTRACTION AND THE DISTINCTION OF
THE SCIENCES

R

RECENT author*® has treated of abstraction in regard
to its objective basis and to the division of the specu-
lative sciences. He notes that moderate realism re-
quires an objective basis for the abstractive process of the
mtellect, and asserts that this basis can be found in the real
composition of distinet principles which are combined in sensory
things. There will be as many orders of abstraction as there
are of real composition in these things. Three orders of compo-
sition can be found in sensory things, namely, the composition
of substance with accidents, the composition of substantial form
with primary matter, and the composition of essence with
existence. In each of these three orders there is an act or
formal principle combined with a potential subject, although
both subject and form are diverse in the distinet cases, not
similar. It is asserted that in regard to each of these three
orders the intellect is able to grasp an act or formal principle
apart from this or that potency. Thus there are three ascending
orders of abstraction from sensory matter, each of which has a
basis In objective reality, and according to which there is an
increasingly deeper penetration of sensory being by the inquir-
ing mind. It is suggested that the usual ordering of physical
and mathematical abstraction is defective and should be the
reverse. The real composition of substance with accident is
the basis newly proposed for the abstraction which should be
regarded as of the first degree. This composition is the more
superficial, and yet it is the basis for the abstraction by which
we attain the object of mathematical science. The real compo-

*F. 8. Connolly, “Science vs. Philosophy,” The Modern Schoolman, XXIX
(1952), 197-209; “ Abstraction and Moderate Realism,” The New Scholasticism,
XXVH, No. I, (1858), 72-90.
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sition of the substantial form with primary matter is the basis
proposed for the second degree of abstraction, by which we
attain the object of the philosophy of nature. This science is
not very extensive, because there is only a small number of
natural species to be known philosophically. Modern natural
science is distinct from the philosophy of nature, because it is
merely empirical and schematic knowledge, and is not science
in the Aristotelian sense of the term. The real composition of
essence with existence is the basis proposed for a third degree
of abstraction, by which we attain the object of metaphysics.

Finally, the author inquires why St. Thomas was unable to
correlate the three degrees of abstraction and the three kinds
of speculative science with the distinct orders of real compo-
sition in sensory things, a correlation which seems to be
demanded by moderate realism.

To the present writer it seems that St. Thomas has clearly
answered all of these and many other pertinent questions in his
explanation of the fifth and sixth questions of the work On
the Trinity by Boethius.® But because this doctrine which St.
Thomas explains and defends is not well known or well under-
stood, we shall try to interpret it and apply 1t to the problems
raised above. In doing so we shall depart somewhat from the
order of the articles in the commentary by St. Thomas. The
Angelic Doctor first proves that there are three and only three
kinds or genera of speculative science, and then he proceeds to
defend, characterize and compare the knowledge attained in
each. For the present purpose we shall consider first what it s
to abstract, and why we abstract. Then we shall try to see
what 1s required for the validity of abstract knowledge, and
finally what it is that distinguishes the different sciences.

ABSTRACTION

To abstract, says St. Thomas,® is to consider separately things
which are not really separated but are conjoined in reality. We
abstract because we are not able to know things perfectly in

? In Boet. de Trin. (ed. Paul Wyser. O.P.; Fribourg, 1948).
2 Ibid., q. 5, a. 8; II Physic., lect. 8.
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their wealth of detail and intelligibility in a single act of know-
ing. What we cannot do in one act we try to accomplish in
many acts. We stop, look and listen. We consider separately
the different intelligible aspects of things in the hope of under-
standing things better.

We know that there is no hope of understanding the singular
sensory thing as such, because it is material and contingent,
variable and corruptible. For this reason many thinkers have
held that scientific knowledge of sensory things is impossible.
There seems to be an unbridgeable gap between the particular
and contingent things presented to the senses and the objects
of scientific knowledge, which are Immaterial, universal and
necessary. Plato believed that we can attain only opinions
about sensory things, and can give only a probable or likely
account of the sensory world. He thought that the objects of
scientific knowledge are not to be found in this mobile world,
but pertain to another world of universal and necessary forms
or ideas. Kant considered the same problem and decided that
the universal and necessary elements in our knowledge come
from the structure of our minds, not from the things known.
Thus the Platonic and Kantian solutions are poles apart.

Neither Plato nor Kant distinguished between the thing
known and the manner in which it is known. It was by means
of this distinction that Aristotle found a moderate and reason-
able solution to the problem of universals and scientific knowl-
edge. He realized that the natures or essences of sensory things
can be understood apart from the individuals of the species.
The essential natures or reasons of things are separable in
thought from whatever is accidental or nonessential, and when
they are considered in this way, that is, apart from individual
and accidental differences, sensory things are intelligible and
can be known in a way that is universal and necessary. It is
the individual which is subject to change, and which is gener-
ated and decays. The essential natures or reasons of things
are not subject to change except inasmuch as they are found in
this or that individual. Considered apart from the individual,
and apart from the here and now, the essential natures are
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immobile and intelligible in themselves, and they are the
principles by which particular things can be understood.

It is clear that the individuating notes are not of the essence
or essential nature, which is one and the same in the different
individuals of the same species, as human nature is the same
in all men, Because the individuating notes are incidental to
the essence, they are safely set aside when we wish to under-
stand the essence. Moreover, the individual essence as such
is something material and opposed to our knowledge, and we
abstract from it in a merely negative way. Thus by abstraction
both positive and negative we attain knowledge of an essential
nature apart from individual differences which do not neces-
sarily pertain to it. This essential nature is something which is
in many Individuals, as human nature is In many men: it
exists in them; it is multiplied in them and somehow identified
with them. Hence it is validly predicated of each and all the
members of the genus or the species.

The possibility of many individuals of the same species
depends both upon the real distinction between essence and
existence in creatures and upon the distinction between primary
matter and the substantial form. More generally, all multi-
plicity depends upon the real distinction between potency and
act, because act as such is not multiplied save as a determina-
tion of a potency. This principle applies also to the compo-
sition of substance and accident. It is on these real distinctions
that the validity of our abstractions is ultimately based. In
particular the validity of our generic and specific concepts of
sensory things and the doctrine of meoderate realism depend
upon the distinction between primary matter and the substantial
form. It is because the multiplication of individuals in a species
and their numerical distinction depends upon the division of
the primary matter, which is of itself purely potential, yet has
an order to quantity and position in place and time, and also
because there is only one substantial form or specifying prin-
ciple in a primary unit, that an essential nature can be multi-
plied in many individuals and can be known in a concept which
is univocally predicable of each.
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Yet St. Thomas does not propose the real composition of
primary matter and substantial form as the basis for the ab-
straction which he attributes to physical science. We can and
do attain some valid knowledge of natural things before we
know what the proper principles of these things are. Hence St.
Thomas looks for a more evident basis for the abstraction which
is employed in natural science and which enables us to attain
a full and complete knowledge of natural things.

St. Thomas places the proximate foundation for any valid
abstraction not merely in the real distinction of one principle
from another, but also in the lack of essential order or depend-
ence of one upon another.* We can abstract some things which
are not really separated from each other, and can understand
some apart from others, but not all. We can understand some
things separately, but not everything. Things which depend
upon one another, or which have an essential order to each
other, can neither be nor be understood separately.

A thing is intelligible inasmuch as it is actual or related to
an act. Hence a nature or essence, in order to be understood,
must itself be an act, or must have an actual principle joined
to it, or must be related to something actual. When this act
has some essential order to something else, or some intrinsic
dependence upon something else, then it cannot be abstracted
from the other or understood without the other. Parts which
are essentially dependent upon the whole can be understood
only in relation to the whole, as the hand or foot can be under-
stood only in relation to the man. A substantial form 1is
essentially the act of its proper matter, and because it is
essentially ordered to its proper matter it cannot be understood
apart from the matter. An accident is essentially dependent
upon its proper subject, and cannot be understood apart from
its subject, as motion cannot be understood apart from the
mobile. A relation is essentially ordered to its proper term, and
cannot be understood without the term, as a son cannot be
understood without a father or mother.

* Ibid.
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But if the act by which a nature is understood does not
depend upon another, or is not essentially ordered to something
else, then even though it is combined with another it can be
abstracted from the other and understood separately, as a letter
can be understood apart from a syllable, an element apart
from a compound or an animal without a foot, but not con-
versely in these cases. Quantity can be understood without a
special subject such as an apple or an orange, but not without
some subject. A quality such as white can be understood
without a special subject such as a man, and conversely man
can be understood without the special quality.

In fact we distinguish or divide one thing from another in
different ways according to the different operations of our
intellects. There is a twofold operation of the intellect: one
by which we apprehend an essence or essential nature; the
other by which we judge that something is or is not. When
we distinguish by judging that one thing is not another or in
another, this knowledge is properly called separation, not ab-
straction. But when we apprehend an essence or essential
nature, and understand one thing without understanding an-
other, then our knowledge is rightly called abstraction if the
things which are understood one apart from the other are
really together in the primary being. When we understand
things separately in this way we do not judge that they are
really separated. Hence there is no error in our abstraction, as
there would be if we were to judge that things which are
understood separately are really separated, whereas they
are not.

There are two ways in which things which are really together
can be understood separately, or abstracted one from the other,
and so there are two kinds of abstraction. The whole is together
with its parts, and the form with its matter or subject. Some
wholes can be understood separately, without some of their
parts, and some forms can be understood apart from some
matter or subjects.

The abstraction of the whole depends on the composition
of the essential nature, that is, the formal or essential whole,
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with its material or accidental parts. The formal whole is the
essential nature, generic or specific. The material parts are the
inferiors or individuals with all that is incidental or non-
essential in them. In the case of man the formal whole includes
the organic body and the rational soul as essential physical
parts. It includes also, at least in a general way, all the integral
parts and powers without which a man cannot be or be under-
stood. The material or incidental parts are the non essentials,
without which a man can be and be known, and all that is
peculiar to the individual as such: this body and this soul,
this flesh and these bones. To consider the whole essential
nature apart from the individual and the incidental is to
abstract the universal from the particular. It is to consider the
essential nature of the whole apart from the non essentials,
that is, without the material or incidental parts not required
for the essential nature.

The abstraction of the form is based on the composition of
the subject or matter with the form. A form can be understood
without a certain matter if its essential nature does not depend
upon that matter. An accidental form cannot be abstracted
from all substance, nor can any accident be abstracted from
its proper subject on which it has an essential dependence. Yet
a common accident such as heat can be abstracted from a
special subject such as iron, and motion can be abstracted from
a special subject, but not from the mobile as such. Further-
more, accidents accrue to a substance according to a certain
order: first quantity, then the qualities, sensory characteristics
and motions. Sensory qualities and motion are dependent upon
quantity, and cannot be or be understood without quantity.
But quantity is not essentially dependent upon the sensory
qualities or motions, and can be understood in a substance as
something antecedent to the sensory qualities and motion with-
out including them. A substance together with its gquantity
and sensory qualities is called sensory matter. Quantity in its
essential nature does not depend upon sensory matter, but
upon the substance. Hence quantity can be abstracted from
sensory matter and motion, and can be understood apart from

4
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sensory matter and motion, but not apart from the substance.
The substance as distinct from its accidents is called intelligible
matter, because considered without its accidents it is an
intelligible object but not sensible. Thus quantity can be
abstracted from sensory matter and motion, but not from intel-
ligible matter. This is an abstraction of a form, quantity,
from sensory matter and motion, but not from intelligible
matter.

A substantial form is essentially the act of its proper matter,
and cannot be abstracted from its matter, although both matter
and form cah be considered in common, not as this or that
matter or form. Moreover, the complete substantial nature or
essence is realized in distinct individuals, and does not depend
essentially on this or that individual. Hence the substantial
nature can be abstracted from the suppositum or person not
only as the whole is abstracted from its material and accidental
parts, as man is abstracted from Peter and Paul, or animal
from cats and dogs, but also as the essential or formal part
is abstracted from the whole subject or suppcsitum n which it
occurs materially and incidentally, as humanity in abstracted
from man. This is an abstraction of a form or part, an essence
or essential nature, from the matter or subject, the suppositum
or person, on which it does not depend in order to be and to
be understood.

Thus in order to perfect our understanding of things we
divide one thing from another both by apprehension and by
judgment.® Division by judgment is called separation rather
than abstraction. Separation.locks to the being of things, and
our separation in judgment is true or false, valid or invalid,
depending upon whether the things are or are not really
separated or distinct. Division by apprehension is called
abstraction if things which are together are understood one
apart from the other. By abstracting we neither affirm nor
deny that the things are together. We simply consider one
without the other on which it does not essentially depend,

® Ibid.
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apart from which it is intelligible in itself. Hence abstraction
is a valid way of knowing things, and contains no falsity.
There are two kinds of abstraction, that of the whole and that
of the form or part. In abstraction of the whole the universal
is understood apart from the singular and apart from all that
is nonessential to the whole. In abstraction of the form an
essential nature is understood apart from the subject in which
it is realized materially and incidentally. A substantial form
cannot be abstracted from its proper matter, but a substantial
nature or essence can be abstracted from the suppositum or
person. An accidental form can be abstracted from other
accidents on which it has no essential dependence, but not from
its proper subject. A common accident can also be abstracted
from a special subject on which 1t does not depend essentially,
but not irom every subject.

In his commentary on the work of Boethius, St. Thomas
clearly distinguishes between separation and abstraction, and
between the two kinds of abstraction. He says that separation
pertains to metaphysics; that the abstraction of the form
pertains to mathematics, and that the abstraction of the whole
pertains even to physics. In fact this latter abstraction is
used in every science, because in every science we leave aside
what is incidental and consider the essential. St. Thomas does
not say that the various sciences are essentially determined by
separation or abstraction. These are common ways of knowing
and perfecting our knowledge of things, and they do not specify
the sciences, although one way is more characteristic of one
science and another of another. What' St. Thomas shows is
that through separation and the different kinds of abstraction
we can attain valid knowledge of things in the different sciences,
supposing that there are different sciences.

DiIsTINCTION OF THE SCIENCES

But how are we to distinguish the sciences? Are there
irreductbly different sciences, or are all divisions merely arbi-
trary, and all sciences really parts of one and the same science?
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In solving this question St. Thomas points out in the first
place that there is a profound difference between the specu-
lative and the operative sciences.® These differ by reason of
their respective ends. The end of the speculative sciences is
simply the knowledge of the truth about things, or the satis-
faction of the intellect in the knowledge of the truth. But the
end of the operative sciences is some action or operation of
ours to which the scientific knowledge is directed, and for the
performance of which our knowledge is used as a means. Hence
the operative sciences are concerned with something which can
be made or done by ourselves, that is, by our own work or
effort, and so the scientific knowledge of these things is not an
end sought for its own sake but a means employed to direct
our work. But the speculative sciences are concerned with
things which are not made by man, and so the knowledge of
these things cannot be ordered to another operation as its
end, but is an end in itself and is sought for its own sake. The
operative sciences are distinguished according to the things
which can be made or done by us but which require irreducibly
different principles for their accomplishment. For example,
music, painting and architecture require different principles and
are distinct arts; the knowledge of one art does not suffice for
the work of another. The speculative sciences are distinguished
according to the things which are not under our power or
control but which can simply be known in a speculative way.

But how many distinctions are there among the things which
can be known speculatively, and can one and same thing pertain
to different speculative sciences? Just as we have more than
one sensory power, but not as many powers as there are sensory
things in the world, and the same thing can be known by
different senses but not in the same way, so it is also with the
speculative sciences. The senses are distinguished according to
the different kinds of sensibles as such, for example, color and
sound, not according to the different kinds of things, such as
cat or canary. It is merely incidental to the sensible as such

¢ In Boet. de Trin., q. 5, a. 1.
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to be a cat or a canary, whereas the essential differences of the
sensibles are those of color, sound, odor, etc. These are irre-
ducibly different things which act in irreducibly different ways
upon the senses, and according to these the senses are distin-
guished. In like manner the speculative sciences are distin-
guished according to the essential differences of things which
can be known speculatively.’

A thing which can be known speculatively is an object not
merely of sense or imagination but of intellect and science. As
such it must be something immaterial, universal and necessary.
But that which is necessary is immobile, because the mobile
is contingent and capable of being or not being. Hence the
thing which can be known speculatively and which is the object
of the speculative power is something both immaterial and
immobile. Consequently it is according to the order or degree
of removal from sensory matter and motion that the speculative
objects and the speculative sciences are distinguished. This
removal from matter and motion is accomplished by abstrac-
tion and by separation, and the object attained is further
refined by precision.

There are some things which can be known speculatively and
which cannot be apart from sensory matter and motion. Some
of these things depend upon sensory matter and motion in
order both to be and to be understood. These can neither be
nor be understood without sensory matter, and so they are
defined with reference to sensory matter, not indeed to the
particular, but to common or general sensory matter. In the
definition of man we include flesh and bones, but not this
flesh and these bones, because in defining sensory things we
abstract from the singular as such and consider the universal
and essential. Things of this sort are objects of natural science
or philosophy of nature.

There are other things which depend upon sensory matter
in order to be, but which nevertheless can be understood apart
from sensory matter, and so sensory matter is not included in

7 Ibid.
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their definitions. Lines and numbers are things of this sert
and they are objects of mathematics.

There are things which do not depend upon sensory matter
in order to be, but can be without matter, whether they are
simply immaterial, for instance, a spiritual substance or a
separated human soul, or may be either material or immaterial,
as substance, cause, quality, being, potency, act, one or many.
These are objects of metaphysics, that is, of a science beyond
physics. These things must be investigated after physics has
been acquired, because our knowledge proceeds from sensory
things to the supra-sensible. There is nothing which is indepen-
dent of matter in its being but dependent upon matter in order
to be understood and defined, because the intellect itself is
immaterial and can grasp the immaterial in terms which are
immaterial. Hence there is no fourth kind of speculative
science, but only three kinds.

Logic is distinct from the other sciences and does, indeed,
pertain to speculative science, but rather as an instrument of
speculation than as a principal part, because it provides the
rational instruments required for speculation. Logic and mathe-
matics are both speculative sciences and liberal arts. They
perfect us not only in knowing but also in making, yet their
work is a work of reason itself, as in the formulation of argu-
ments, geometrical construction, measuring, numbering, com-
posing melodies, computing the courses of the stars. Other
liberal arts are directed to the work of the imagination, such
as poetry. Medicine, agriculture, etc., are technical arts, not
speculative sciences. The moral sciences are neither speculative
nor technical, but practical. They are ordered to operation, but
this operation is an act of moral virtue or right cheosing, not an
act of knowing or making. Although the moral sciences are
not arts, still the moral virtue itself takes the place of art, and
may be called the art of right living, because its act is the
principal thing in moral matters, wherein knowledge counts
for very little. Natural science and metaphysics have no work
at all, but only consideration of the truth, at least as the
term of study.




































































































































































































































